Popular media accounts have suggested there is a culture war raging between residents in red and blue states. Conversely, recent scholarship challenges that position and finds most Americans are not engaged in a culture war, but rather hold moderate positions on controversial social issues. Using public opinion data from the American National Election Study, we attempt to shed further light on the culture war debate. Our findings indicate that there are significant divisions between citizens who hold a literal interpretation of the Bible and those who do not. We conclude that a culture war does not rage between red and blue state residents as popular media accounts often portray; however, there is evidence of polarization within red and blue states with biblical beliefs at the center of this division.
Popular media accounts have suggested there is a culture war raging between residents in red and blue states. Conversely, recent scholarship challenges that position and finds most Americans are not engaged in a culture war, but rather hold moderate positions on controversial social issues. Using public opinion data from the American National Election Study, we attempt to shed further light on the culture war debate. Our findings indicate that there are significant divisions between citizens who hold a literal interpretation of the Bible and those who do not. We conclude that a culture war does not rage between red and blue state residents as popular media accounts often portray; however, there is evidence of polarization within red and blue states with biblical beliefs at the center of this division.
In recent decades, political observers have noted that there are deep opinion differences on social and cultural issues (e.g., abortion and gay marriage) that have divided the American public (see e.g., Hunter 1991; Abramowitz 1995; Frank 2004; Kuckey 2005; Francia and Baumgartner 2005-2006) . Some recent publications have examined various sources of political polarization, with a few studies focusing on specific factors, such as regional fragmentation (Black and Black 2007) , increased wealth disparity (McCarty, Poole, and Rosenthal 2006) , and even the mass media (Mutz 2006) as possible sources. Following the controversial 2000 presidential election and the very competitive 2004 presidential election, many experts pointed to "red" states (which supported Republican George W. Bush) and "blue" states (which supported Democrats Al Gore or John Kerry) as a short-hand reference to illustrate these divisions (see e.g., Lawrence 2002; Dionne 2003; McElvaine 2004) .
Despite these numerous accounts of a polarized electorate, others have concluded that public divisions simply do not rise to the level of a "culture war" in the United States (see e.g., Fiorina et al. 2006 ). This argument follows that the mass media inaccurately attribute deep political divisions that exist among politicians and political activists to members of the general public who are generally moderate and even pragmatic on several of the most controversial social and cultural issues. Polarization, in other words, is confined to a small pool of political elites. Additional research has reported that the importance of social and cultural issues in American elections has been overstated, and that citizens are significantly more likely to base their voting decision on their economic and class interests (Bartels 2006; Brewer and Stonecash 2007) .
In light of this ongoing debate, and given the prevalence of the "red state-blue state" paradigm in the popular press, there are several questions that remain unanswered. For example, if there is a red state-blue state divide, then what exactly underlies these divisions? Or, if the red state-blue state divide has been exaggerated by political pundits, are there other divisions that may exist within red and blue states?
Our purpose in this study is to shed light on these questions. Our results indicate that while a culture war does not rage between citizens in red states and those in blue states, there is a religious conflict within both red and blue states. We find that on certain issues the United States is comprised of citizens with strong and divided feelings on issues such as abortion and homosexuality, with these differences rooted in biblical beliefs. Specifically, we find that biblical interpretation drives polarization within red and blue states on social and cultural issues.
A 50:50 Nation on Social and Cultural Issues?
Two of the most high-profile social and cultural issues in recent elections have been abortion and the rights of homosexuals. One of the top stories immediately following the 2004 election were exit poll results that showed voters citing "moral values" as the most important political issue with more frequency than the economy, terrorism, the war in Iraq, health care, or education (National Exit Poll 2004) .
1 This was a surprise to many experts who speculated that positions on more traditional domestic and foreign policy issues would drive vote choice.
Many scholars have since taken issue with how these polls were conducted (Hillygus and Shields 2005) ; however, there is evidence that shows so-called "values-voters" were heavily mobilized because of the saliency of the gay marriage issue in the 2004 presidential election. Voter turnout, for instance, increased by 3.9 percentage points in the eleven states with same sex marriage initiatives compared to 0.8 percentage points in the 39 states that did not have such initiatives (Jackman 2004) . Interestingly, Jackman's analysis also shows that while turnout increased more in same sex marriage initiative states than in those that did not have such initiatives, the increase in turnout did not favor the re-election of George Bush (but see also Campbell and Monson 2005) . The presence of same sex marriage initiative on the ballot increased turnout from both those who had strong feelings in favor of-and opposition to-same sex marriage, thereby illustrating the divisive nature of values issues.
Likewise, abortion has been one of the most contentious issues over the past three decades, inspiring political marches, protests, and in extreme cases, criminal violence. As Jelen and Wilcox (2003, 489) observe in a recent article, " [M] ost Americans have an opinion on abortion, and a substantial majority indicate that the issue is important to them." A significant number of studies find that abortion inspires increased political activity (Verba, Schlozman, and Brady 1995) and affects individual voting behavior in elections for virtually all offices (Cook et al. 1994; Smith 1994; Abramowitz 1995) . It also has been shown to be an increasingly polarizing issue among Americans (DiMaggio, Evans, and Bryson 1996; but see also Mouw and Sobel 2001) .
Most studies further document that public opinion on abortion is situational in that Americans may support abortion in some instances, but not others (O'Connor 1996; Sullins 1999) . Nevertheless, while abortion politics has significant nuances to it, voters and candidates typically define their own positions as simply pro-life or pro-choice. Framed in these terms, there is evidence of a 50:50 nation on the abortion issue. As Figure 1 illustrates, virtually half of the nation from 1980 to 2004 either falls on the pro-life side (abortion should never be permitted or the law should permit abortion only in case of rape, incest, or when the woman's life is in danger) or the prochoice side (abortion should be allowed for reasons other than rape, incest, or danger to the woman's life, or for any reason as a matter of personal choice). These results confirm quite stable 50:50 divisions on the abortion issue over time.
Similarly, there is almost an equal split in the nation on whether homosexuals should be permitted to adopt children (see Figure 2) . While a solid majority of roughly seven of ten Americans once opposed this in 1992, the issue has become decidedly more divisive in recent years. As of 2004, 48 percent of Americans opposed gay adoption compared to 47 percent who supported it-results that certainly approximate what we would expect in a 50:50 nation.
In addition, the most salient current issue concerning gay rights is unquestionably the matter of same-sex marriage. While the American National Election Study does not contain sufficient data to track public opinion on this issue over time, the Gallup Poll does. As Figure 3 illustrates, there was widespread agreement on the issue in 1996. Nearly seven of ten Americans answered that the law should not recognize marriages between same-sex 1980 1982 1984 1986 1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2004 Pro-life Pro-choice Notes: Pro-life respondents are defined as those who answered, "By law, abortion should never be permitted" or "The law should permit abortion only in case of rape, incest, or when the woman's life is in danger." Pro-choice respondents are defined as those who answered, "The law should permit abortion for reasons other than rape, incest, or danger to the woman's life, but only after the need for the abortion has been clearly established" or "By law, a woman should always be able to obtain an abortion as a matter of personal choice." Source: American National Election Study (cumulative file).
couples as valid compared to less than three in ten of respondents who answered that same-sex marriages should be legally valid. By 2007, however, there was significantly greater division. According to Gallup, 53 percent of Americans now believe that same-sex marriage should be illegal compared to 46 percent who think that it should be legal. Again, the trend on this issue closely resembles a 50:50 nation.
To be clear, not every social and cultural issue has moved in a more divisive direction. For example, allowing gays in the military now draws strong support from most Americans, unlike in the early 1990s when opinion was more divided. Nevertheless, a culture war does not need to be fought on a multitude of issues. Indeed, even one highly salient issue can be sufficient to drive polarization. In 2004, the abortion issue, while not attracting major headlines, was very to extremely important to six of ten Americans and to roughly two of every three voters according to data from the American National Election Study. And, as cited previously, exit poll data showed "moral values" as a major issue of concern to many voters in 2004. Although there were legitimate criticisms that the media too loosely interchanged "moral values" with gay marriage, most critics of the exit poll have acknowledged that "moral values" would broadly apply to a myriad of issues concerning the culture war, including abortion, gay rights, and even the role of women in society and the family. Thus while "gay marriage" may not have specifically been the top issue, the broader concerns that encompass the so-called "culture war" combined to be a fairly prominent force in the 2004 election. Taken together, there appears to be some evidence of an evenly divided and a deeply divided public on at least a few social and cultural issues. The source of these divisions, however, remains an open question. Is the nation divided along red state and blue state lines? Or, are there other better explanations? We argue that better explanations do exist-specifically that biblical beliefs play a defining role in polarizing Americans on social and cultural issues. In addition, we contend that the red state-blue state argument that has become so frequent among pundits and the popular press is too simplistic and misses an important point, namely, that states are not homogeneous. It certainly seems plausible to us that within-state variations in attitudes and behaviors are greater than between-state variations.
Religious Beliefs as a Source of Polarization in the Culture War
Virtually any serious discussion of the culture war must begin with a discussion of religion. Evangelical Christians and other religious traditionalists have spent decades citing the breakdown of moral and traditional values in the United States (see e.g., Hunter 1991; Jelen 1991; Green and Guth 1991; Green, Guth, and Hill 1993; Layman and Carmines 1997; Layman 2001; White 2003) . As E.J. Dionne recently noted, "If not all of the polarization in American politics can be explained by attitudes toward religious faith, a significant part of it certainly can be" (2006, 176) .
Most studies that have examined the influence of religion on polarization have focused on church attendance. A study by Glaeser, Ponzetto, and Shapiro (2004, 5) found that "religious determinants of political orientation will be maximized when about 50 percent of the population attends church regularly." That is, in states, such as a California, where close to 50 percent of the population attends church once per month or more, and the other half does not, there is a strong relationship church attendance and voting behavior. The Gallup Organization also did an extensive report on the effect of church attendance, and found that it was a significant national determinant of political attitudes and behavior during the 2004 presidential election (see Newport 2005 ; see also Pew Center for People and the Press 2001). Abramowitz and Saunders (2005) and Olson and Green (2006) similarly found significant differences on a variety of political issues based on church attendance.
As these recent findings make clear, church attendance is responsible for at least some level of division in American politics-a point acknowledged even by those who suggest that polarization is largely a myth (see e.g., Fiorina et al. 2006, chp. 6 ). However, while the measure for church attendance provides for some robust results, it fails to differentiate between the different philosophies and teachings of various religions. As many studies have documented, religious philosophies and teachings are not uniform across or even within different religions (see e.g., Wuthnow 1988) .
One approach to differentiate between religious philosophies and teachings is to examine denominational affiliation. Political differences, however, among Christians, Jews, and Protestants have declined in recent years (Green and Guth 1991; Hunter 1991; Kellstedt and Smidt 1996) . Instead, divisions within denominations-specifically between a church's "liberal" and "conservative" wings-may provide for more meaningful differences, especially with respect to analyzing how religious beliefs shape political attitudes and behavior (Layman 1997; Hutcheson and Shriver 1999; Rozell, Wilcox, and Green 1998) . Very often these ideological debates are based on disagreements over interpretation of scripture-specifically with respect to whether the Bible should be interpreted literally or not (Spong 1991) .
Biblical literalists typically reject any scientific claims that may conflict with biblical accounts (e.g., evolution). They believe that all of the detailed accounts found in the Bible are historically accurate, that the Bible is the literal and inerrant word of God (Marsden 1980; Ammerman 1987) . Biblical literalists have often clashed with non-literalists on political issues through-out the past century. Perhaps the most famous was the "Scopes" or "Great Monkey" trial in 1925 in which the state of Tennessee, with the avid support of biblical literalists, brought charges against John Thomas Scopes for teaching evolution in a public school (see Larson 1997) .
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In later years, biblical literalists would become vocal leaders against communism, the "counter culture" of the 1960s, and feminism (Tedin et al. 1977; Cook, Jelen, and Wilcox 1992) . By the 1980s and 1990s, literalists organized in opposition to abortion and were vocal proponents of reinstituting prayer in public schools (Wilcox and Larson 2006) . Since 2000, banning gay marriage and government funding of embryonic stem cell research have become significant issues among this constituency. While the issues may change over time, literal interpretation of biblical scripture has remained at the heart of numerous political divisions since the early 1900s.
On the most pressing social and cultural issues of the last decade, biblical literalists have continued to rely on the Bible to justify their positions. Biblical literalists, for instance, invoke numerous parts from the Bible on the abortion issue. One example is the passage from Deuteronomy 27:25, which states, "Cursed be he that taketh reward to slay an innocent person." To literalists, the unborn are innocent lives, and thus abortion represents a violation of biblical teachings. On the issue of homosexuality and gay marriage, biblical literalists commonly cite Leviticus 18:22 ("And with a man you shall not lie with as a man lies with a woman; it is an abomination") to defend their opposition.
Interestingly, the public almost divides evenly over biblical interpretation. According to the 2004 American National Election Study, roughly two of every five Americans are biblical literalists. In blue states, literalists comprise a smaller, but still sizable minority of three in ten people. In red states, biblical literalists constitute a majority of the population at 51 percent (see Table 1 ). The literalist and non-literalist camps are therefore large enough blocs to create a polarized political environment in both red and blue states. Indeed, we hypothesize that this is the case. Specifically, we expect to demonstrate that there is evidence of a culture war within red and blue states, which has its foundation based in differences related to biblical interpretation.
Data and Methods
We use data from the 2004 American National Election Study (ANES) to test for the possible polarization effects of biblical interpretation on social and cultural issues in red and blue states. Our primary explanatory variable, biblical literalist, is coded 1 if the respondent answered that, "The Bible is the actual word of God and is to be taken literally, word for word." It is 4 We control for numerous socio-economic and demographic factors that may influence public opinion and attitudes on various social and cultural issues. These controls include party identification, gender, race, education, income, marital status, and age (see Appendix for information on the coding of each variable). 5 We examine a series of eight social and cultural issues that include government funding of abortion, partial-birth abortion, gay marriage, laws to protect homosexuals, gays in the military, gay adoption, women's equality, and the role of women in society. These issues have been dominant in previous research examining the culture war (see e.g., Hunter 1991; Kaufmann 2002; Fiorina et al. 2006 ). Seven of these questions are coded on an ordinal scale, and are tested using ordered probit analysis. The gay adoption question is a binary variable and is tested using probit analysis. All eight dependent variables have been coded so that the highest value reflects the most conservative position.
A Polarized America? Evidence from 2004
As hypothesized, the results demonstrate that biblical interpretation is a driving force behind polarization on cultural issues (see Table 2 ). Biblical literalism is a significant predictor of culturally conservative positions on all eight issues, even when controlling for various factors including party identification and other socio-economic and demographic factors. More specifically, the predicted probabilities indicate that an estimated 70 percent of typical voters 6 who are biblical literalists and reside in red states strongly oppose government funding of abortion (see Table 3 ).
7 However, this strong opposition drops by 25 percentage points in red states among typical voters who are non-literalists. Only 45 percent of non-literalists in red states strongly oppose government funding of abortion. These patterns are consistent in blue states. An estimated 64 percent of biblical literalists strongly oppose government funding of abortion compared to 39 percent of nonliteralists in blue states. We also find smaller, but statistically significant gaps on the issue of partial birth abortion between literalists and nonliteralists in red states and blue states.
On issues involving the rights of homosexuals, the gap between biblical literalists and non-literalists is very pronounced. An estimated 86 percent of biblical literalists in red states oppose gay marriage compared to 50 percent of non-literalists in red states. An equal gap of 36 percentage points divides literalists from non-literalists in blue states. Large, double-digit differences also separate literalists and non-literalists in red and blue states on the issue of laws protecting homosexuals and the issue of gays in the military. Women's issues further constituted healthy differences of 9 points between literalists and non-literalists on the issue of women's equality in red and blue states, and 16 points and 17 points on the issue of women's role in society in red and blue states respectively.
Of course, a cynical reading of these results might note that the analysis relies on the 2004 election only. To be thorough, we also examined some patterns over time to establish that the 2004 election was not exceptional, but rather consistent with the patterns in other elections. Using data from the American National Election Study, we found that polarization has been and remains pronounced between biblical literalists and non-literalists on abortion since 1980 (see Figure 4) . Polarization between biblical literalists and non-literalists has even grown on the issue of gay adoption since 1992 (see Figure 5 ). These results all suggest that there is some degree of polarization in the electorate, and it has existed along the lines of biblical beliefs for some time regardless of red state and blue state boundaries.
Discussion
Our results lead us to conclude that Americans are not as moderate on social and cultural issues as some scholars have suggested. Abortion and homosexuality invoke near even 50:50 divisions, as well as strong opinions from an overwhelming proportion of the electorate. Many recent press accounts, however, have confused the sources of conflict on social and cultural issues by focusing on divisions between red and blue state residents. 1980 1984 1986 1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2004 Biblical literalist
Non-literalist Source: American National Election Study (cumulative file).
Our analysis also suggests that polarization may not be an entirely elitedriven phenomenon, as Fiorina et al. claim . Certainly, we would acknowledge that political leaders and candidates, such as President George W. Bush (who often discusses the significance of his "born-again" experience and has taken positions consistent with biblical literalists on issues such as evolution), played a significant role in dividing Americans during the 2004 election (see e.g., Jacobson 2007) . Indeed, 72 percent of white biblical literalists voted for George W. Bush compared to 28 percent who voted for John Kerry.
However, as our results demonstrate, George W. Bush was not the only divisive element of the 2004 election-the public was divided on several social and cultural policy issues. The polarization of the electorate on social and cultural issues suggests that biblical beliefs may play at least some role in pushing Republican candidates to the right. At a minimum, Republican candidates have a powerful incentive to adopt conservative positions on cultural issues in areas where biblical literalists are strongest. Future research should build on this study by more directly examining whether politicians are responding to the public, whether the public is responding to cues from elites, or more likely, both. Also, future research could examine the importance of religious polarization on issues beyond those that are social or cultural. In addition to the need for future research, our results present some further issues to consider, such as whether the differences presented in this study might qualify as evidence of a culture war. Fiorina et al. often go to great lengths to criticize the term "war" in describing the differences that separate Americans on social and cultural issues. Given our results, we would readily concede that "war" certainly borders on hyperbole. Nevertheless, while polarization may not rise to the level of a war, there certainly appears to be significant conflict within the electorate on cultural issues. As our results demonstrate, the driving force behind this conflict is rooted in biblical beliefs, regardless of red and blue state boundaries. 2 In this famous case, the state of Tennessee brought charges against John Thomas Scopes for teaching evolution in a public school. Scopes was ultimately found guilty, but he later appealed the verdict, and the Tennessee state supreme court overturned the conviction (see Larson 1997) . 3 In an earlier version of the paper, we created a religion measure using factor analysis of six religion questions asked in the 2004 ANES. The results, however, were virtually identical to those presented in this study, which rely on biblical interpretation. We ultimately chose to present the biblical interpretation results based upon the principle of Ockham's Razor, which instructs that "entities should not be multiplied unnecessarily." 4 We use the red state-blue state map from 2004 because the ANES study that we use was taken in 2004.
APPENDIX
5 Several respondents refused to answer the income question. To preserve those cases, we added a dummy variable to our models reflecting those who refused to report their income. 6 A typical voter is defined by setting Republican identification, education, income, and age at the mean. For binary variables, we chose the modal values (i.e., female, white, and married).
7 Predicted probabilities and standard errors were generated using Clarify. For more information, see King, Tomz, and Wittenberg (2000) and Tomz, Wittenberg, and King (2001) .
